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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the Invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-6, 8-14, 16-22, 24-34. 38-43, and 46-51 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Matouk et al. (4691274) In view of Dubin . 
(5971506). With respect to claims 1-6, 8-14, 16-22. 24-31, 32-34, 38-43, and 46-51, 
Matouk et al. teaches at least two modules (41, 42, 43) comprising at least one heat- 
generating component, each module (41 , 42, 43) adapted to permit air to flow in the 
module such that airflow goes through, over, or adjacent to the at least one heat- 
generating component to cool the at least one heat-generating component; and a rack 
(12) configured for the at least two modules (41 , 42, 43) to be placed in a back-to-back 
configuration such that the rack and components will cooperate to direct air that flows 
through the modules (41 , 42, 43) to (1 ) up to exit the rack through an upper section of 
the rack, (2) down to exit the rack through a lower section of the rack, or (3) both, 
wherein the modules and the rack cooperate to define a space between at least two 
back-to-back modules (see for example figures 1 , 3, 4). However, Matouk et al. lacks a 
clear teaching of the modules being computers as claimed. Dubin is relied upon for its 
teaching of a rack mounting computer (100) comprising at least one heat-generating 
component, and being adapted to permit air to flow in the computer such that airflow 
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goes through, over, or adjacent to the at least one heat-generating component to cool 
the at least one heat-generating component, wherein the computer further comprises a 
chassis (10) comprising a front panel (60), wherein each computer further comprises a 
chassis comprising enclosing at least one main board, wherein the computer is 
configured with at least one vent (64) provided at a front section as claimed (see for 
example figures 3-6). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the computer of Dubin into the rack of Matouk et al. 
to convert the computer into a rack mounted system. With respect to claims 9 and 25, 
and the claimed limitation of the air exiting through the computers, as implied by 
applicant (see page 21 1|0072) regardless of which flow direction is chosen ... 
advantageous flow across heat-generating components which must be cooled is 
possible, therefore it would have been obvious to one skill in the art to for both Matouk 
et al. and Dubin to "choose" any flow direction as claimed. 

3. Claims 7, 15, 23, 31, 35, 36, 44, and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Matouk et al. (4691274) in view of Dubin (5971506) as applied 
to the claims above, and further in view of Wrycraft (601 1689). With respect to claims 
7, 15, 23, and 31, Matouk et al. (4691274) in view of Dubin (5971506) teach the 
invention as set forth above. However, Matouk et al. (4691274) in view of Dubin 
(5971506), lacks a clear teaching of the at least one vent (64) being provided at a back 
section and providing fans as claimed. Wrycraft is relied upon for its teaching of the at 
least one vent (64) being provided at a back section and providing fans as claimed (see 
for example figures 1-9). It would have been obvious to one skill in the art at the time 
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the invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Wrycraft into the apparatus of 
Matouk et al. (4691274) in view of Dubin (5971506) to aid in cooling of the heat- 
generating components. 

Response to Arguments 
4. Applicant's arguments filed 09/1 7/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. With respect to claims 1-6, 8-14, 16-22, 24-31, 32-34, 38-43, and 46-51, 
applicant's assertions that Matouk et al. does not teach that "air is permitted to flow 
through, over or adjacent to the at least one heat-generating component" as presently 
claimed. The examiner of record respectfully directs applicant to column 2 lines 35-39 
and line 58 through column 3 line 12 of Matouk et al. as well as column 3 lines 14-16 of 
bubin for a teaching of "air is permitted to flow through, over or adjacent to thie at least 
one heat-generating component" as presently claimed. The examiner of record also 
takes the position that Matouk et al. does in fact teaches each module permitting air to 
flow in the module such that airflow goes through, over or adjacent to the at least one 
heat-generating component. Applicant is directed to figures 5 and 6, which show 
modules (42, 43 respectfully). As can be seen, neither module (42, 43) is completely 
enclosed (i.e. having top, bottom and sides) to prevent airflow "in or through" the 
modules such that air flows through, over or adjacent the at least one heat generating 
component as claimed. With respect to applicant's assertions that there is no teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to combine Matouk or Dubin, the examiner recognizes that 
obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the 
prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or 
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motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed.' 
Cir. 1992). In this case, Matouk et al. discloses a rack system that provides cooling of 
electronic components racked therein, and electronic components being used with a 
computer (not shown, see for example column 3 lines 49-57). Dubin discloses a system 
to rack mount a desktop computer, which provides cooling (see figures 3-5), However, 
Dubin lacks a clear teaching of the type of rack used. The suggestion or motivation to 
combine the teachings of Matouk et al. and Dubin to produce applicant's claimed 
invention would be found in the fact that Dubin teaches a rack mounting system for 
computers but does not disclose the rack, and Matouk et al. teaching a rack that could 
be used with computers (which are not shown), as well as the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art. With respect to applicant's assertion that the 
combination of Matouk et al. and Dubin would inhibit the operation of the computer of 
Dubin, the examiner respectfully points out that applicant is relying on the teachings of 
the prior art cited by Dubin in column 2 lines 54-56. The description of the invention of 
Dubin begins on line 1 of column 3, and does not include and openings (142, 144m and 
148) as stated. With respect to claims 7, 15, 23, 31 , 35, 36, 44, and 45, applicant's 
asserts that Wrycraft fails to cure the deficiencies described with respect to Matouk and 
Dubin. The examiner of records respectfully maintains the above rejection of claims 7, 
15, 23, 31, 35, 36, 44, and 45, in that a proper prima facie case of obviousness has 
been established above. 



Application/Control Number: 10/678,006 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2835 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lisa Lea-Edmonds whose telephone number Is 571- 
272-2043. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lynn Field can be reached on (571 ) 272-2800, ext 35. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Lisa Lea-Edmonds 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2835 
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